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ABSTRACT 


The Muzica journal is a Romanian specialized publication of the twentieth century which throughout 
its century-old history has witnessed the events of the two World Wars and of the December 
Revolution. My aim is to provide an interdisciplinary approach (music-mathematics) to several 
examples of criticism taken from this periodical, in the form of a “cube of music criticism”. This 
approach will reveal six variants of the critical act: overrating, underrating, fair judgement and three 
more cases in which criticism could not exist due to the absence of the critic, performers, or public 
from the concert hall. I will analyse the valid possibilities, while making reference to the four periods 
that marked the history of the journal: pre-war (1916), inter-war (1919-1925), post-war (1950-1989) and 
post-December (1990-2016), specifying, where appropriate, the socio-political context as well. 
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“Some of the quotations used in this paper are analysed from a different perspective in the article The “Muzica” 
Journal (1916-1989): The C-o-s-t of the Compromise with the Communist Regime, published by the author in the 
Studia Musica Journal, UBB, 2016 December, Issue 2y pp. 71-89, available at: 
http://www.studia.ubbcluj.ro/index_en.php. 


51 


Introduction 


The pattern of music criticism practised in the Muzica journal has a versatile 
appearance, in that it differs from case to case. Considering the journal's authors — 
composers, musicologists, critics or performers — and the historical periods in which they 
wrote — between 1916 and 2016 —, the landscape becomes kaleidoscopic. The picture 
becomes clearer as we try to read between the journal's tens of thousands of lines, or to 
search through the archives stored in paper form or in the collective memory of journalists, 
editors and censors. The situation is more ambiguous when within the very pages of the 
Muzica journal we find contradictory reviews of the same performer, as suggested 
by Benedict Gănescu's drawing, published in the second 1962 issue of the journal 
(see Image No. 1)!. 


Image 1 


We can reduce the subject to its essence by creating an analysable subtle micro 
structure in the form of a “cube of music criticism”. Thus we can follow the variants 
proposed during the four historical periods marked by the two World Wars and the 
Revolution of December: pre-war (1916), inter-war (1919-1925), post-war (1950-1989) and 
post-December (1990-2016). 

Our research will focus on several samples of criticism spanning a century of the 
journal's publication (1916-2016). 


1G, Balan, A. Brumaru, E. Elian, A. Hoffman, I. Hristea, J.-V. Pandelescu, D. Popovici, A. Ratiu, V. Tomescu, 
“Probleme actuale ale criticii noastre muzicale” [Current Issues in Our Music Criticism] (paper presented at the 
enlarged plenary meeting of the Composers’ Union Committee of December 18, 1961), in: Muzica, Year XII, 
February, Issue 2/1962, p. 5. 

2 In temporal terms, the Muzica journal has indeed had the capacity to cover a period of a century of activity, if 
not even longer (more on this below). However, mention should also be made of the two significant periods of 
interruption in its publication, the former between 1916 and 1919, and the latter between 1925 and 1950 
[author's note]. 
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We will start with a rationalization of the critical act, will continue with the analysis of 
the variants proposed through the «cube of music criticism», and will end with a few 
conclusions. 


1. Rationalization of the critical act through the “cube of music criticism” 


The connection between mathematics and music is nothing short of obvious. 
Transcending the boundaries of time, G. W. Leibniz (1646-1716), the great mathematician 
and philosopher of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, made his voice heard 
through the pages of a 1916 issue of the Muzica journal, conveying to its readers that 
“music is nothing but unconscious arithmetic”!. If this statement is true, then it could well 
be paraphrased as “arithmetic is nothing but unconscious music”. As a matter of fact, 
Cassiodorus (490-585), a scholar and magister officiorum who served under King Theodoric 
the Great (454-526), stated: “music is the discipline that deals with numbers in relation 
with those numeric «proportions» that are found in sounds...” 3 


1.1. Developing the “cube of music criticism” 


If I were to resort to a suggestive objectual 
representation of a critic's function, that would be 
the mirror. 

By corroborating the mirror image with the 
six possible variants of the critical act that oscillate 
between subjectivity and objectivity, we obtain six 
formulations, which are noticeable on the facets of a 
“cube reflecting music criticism”+ (Image No. 2). 
The cube reflects six possibilities of writing music 
criticism: three are possible, of which one is 
objective. The six variants (labelled 1 through 6) are 
illustrated by the figures displayed in the picture. 


We have matched each valid variant with a musical 
form of reflection, using notation symbols — rests or note values. The three variants can be 
deduced by watching closely the facets of the mirror-cube. 


1 Leibniz apud Maximilian Costin, “Muzica in Cosmos”, in: Muzica, Year I, February, Issue 2 / 1916, p. 54. 

2 Cassiodorus followed in the footsteps of Boethius as head of the civil service in the Ostrogothic Kingdom — after 
the latter's death in 524. Finley Hooper, Matthew Schwartz, Roman Letters: History from a Personal Point of View, 
Wayne State University Press, Detroit, MI, 1991, p. 307. 

3 Cassiodor, Institutiile, Editura Polirom, Iasi, 2015, p. 265. This author is credited as the one who concentrated the 
teachings of Antiquity in his work Institutions. He quoted — in relation to music — ancient writers (often 
authorities in the field of mathematics) from Pythagoras (570-495 BC) to Euclid (c. 325-265 BC), Albinus 
(150-195), Censorinus (3rd century), or Augustine (354-430). Ibidem, p. 263ff. 

4 Cristina Suteu, Periegeză, exegeză si hermeneutică în critica muzicală, Editura Risoprint, Cluj-Napoca, 2016, p. 292. 
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1.2. Determining the six variants of music criticism 


Through a careful and deliberately fragmentary observation of the images on the 
cube, we obtain: 

— variant 1: the criticism is subjective, reflecting more than the reality (on the cube, the 
quarter note has an atypical correspondent in the minim). The critic may be 
influenced either by the public who overrates the performance, or by other factors; 

— variant 2: the criticism is subjective, reflecting less than the reality (on the cube, the 
quaver rest has an atypical correspondent in an eighth rest). Again, the critic may be 
influenced either by the public who underrates the performance, or by other factors; 

— variant 3: the criticism is objective, reflecting the reality (the score in the picture has 
the same representation on the cube). The critic makes a fair judgement of the 
performance; 

— variants 4, 5 and 6: there is no criticism, due to the absence of one of the three 
elements from the concert hall: the critic, the performers, or the public. 


1.3. Rationalization of the critical act through mathematical formulation 


Mathematically, these variants can be represented as follows: 

> T =the function that returns the value of criticism (which represents the result of 
the critical process); T € {0,1}; 0, when the value of criticism is null; 1, when the 
criticism is real; 
I = the value of the performance; 
P =the public's opinion (the value assigned by the public to the performance); 
C = the critic's opinion (the value assigned by the critic to the performance); 


VVV Y 


Z = other conditions that influence P or C. 

— variant 1: T=0, when the performance is overrated (C>l), either because P>I 
(the public has overrated the performance), or because Z>0 (there are other factors 
that influence the critic); 

— variant 2: 1=0, when the performance is underrated (C<I), either because P<I 
(the public has underrated the performance), or because Z>0 (there are other factors 
that influence the critic); 

— variant 3: [=1, when the criticism matches the level of the performance (C = I), regardless 
of P or Z; 

— variant 4: [=0, when the critic is absent (C e Ø); 

— variant 5: [=0, when the performer is absent (I € Ø); 

— variant 6: [=0, when the public is absent (P € Ø), 

where: 

- the value “0” makes reference to the nullity of the critical process, in terms of 
“subjectivity”; 

- the value “1” refers to the validity of the critical process, in terms of “objectivity”; 

- © (“the empty set”) expresses one of the three variants of absenteeism (4-6) that preclude 
the fulfilment of the critical act; 
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- the symbols are used according to their mathematical meaning: € = “belongs to”; {0,1} = 
the set containing the numbers “0” and “1”; > = the symbol for “greater than”; < = the 
symbol for “smaller than”. 

When defined by function, the “cube of music criticism” looks as follows: 


T: N: — (0, 1) 


(CI) because P>I or Z>0 or 
T (C, PA; Z)=4 0, (Cé1) because P<I or Z>0 or 
(C € Ø) or (l € Ø) or (P EO) 

L C=] 


Image 3 


When defined by a “logical diagram”!, the same “cube of music criticism” starts 
(START) from four entry points (C, I, P, Z), then, through affirmation/negation (YES/NO), 
the function T obtains the six above-explained variants, and finally reaches the end point 


(STOP). 


i 
E si 


(C e Bhoril e BhoriP e 3 No 


all 


Yes 


ae ee, 


ie ie 
> I because P > IorZ > | No 
a 


Yes < I because P < lor Z> No 


~A 


‘underestimation 
r=0 


‘real estimation’ 


r-1 


STOP 


Image 4 


1 Cristina Șuteu, op. cit., p. 294. 
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2. Analysis of the variants proposed through the «cube of music criticism» 


Since we have hypothesized the existence of only three valid variants that enable 
the fulfilment of the critical act (1, 2 and 3), we will select a few examples from the four 
historical periods covered by the Muzica journal and will establish their coordinates 
between subjectivity and objectivity. We note that objectivity has demonstrated a relative 
freedom of expression during the pre-war, inter-war and post-December periods. However, 
during the post-war period, i.e. during the time of “disinfection of the printed word” and of 
the “apocalyptic cleansing” that came with the “book hunt”! of after 1944, the articles 
published in the journal were characterized by a higher degree of subjectivity. 


1.4. Pages of criticism from the pre-war period (1916) 


The 1916 issues of the Muzica journal included critical reviews signed by: M.M. 
(possibly Michael Mărgăritescu), Em. or EM (Emanoil Ciomac), M.C. (Maximilian Costin), 
A.M. (uncertain identity?), A.A. and D (unidentified pseudonyms). We will provide two 
examples of criticism from this period; due to the lack of other sources of information, we 
are forced to accept these value judgements as final: we hope to not define objectivity 
subjectively. 

Example 1. In March 1916, A.M. (possibly Mihail Andricu) wrote the following 
critical review of the February concert performance of the Viennese soprano Elsa Bland 
(1880-1935): 


“The voice of this admirable artist is above all of exceptional richness and 
force and of impeccable quality and brightness, equally beautiful in all 
registers and particularly in the high pitch parts, where it shows its utter 
splendour; moreover, the wonderful art with which Mrs. Bland sang Elsa’s 
Dream from Lohengrin, Isolde’s Death and the great final scene from the 
Twilight of the Gods demonstrates a perfect emission of tone, an intelligent use 
of vocal effects and a keen sense of musical phrasing, a combination of 
qualities that is the mark of a truly remarkable school” .3 


Example 2. In April 1916, Emanoil Ciomac evaluated the performance of the same 
dramatic artist — Elsa Bland —, who gave another concert in March; this time, the critic's 
comments were a little more incisive than those of his colleague: 


1 Expressions taken from: Vladimir Tismăneanu, Dorin Dobrincu, Cristian Vasile (ed.), Comisia Prezidențială pentru 
Analiza Dictaturii Comuniste din România: Raport final, Editura Humanitas, Bucharest, 2007, pp. 308-309. 

2 It is possible, though not certain, that A.M. is Alexandru Macedonski's pseudonym, according to Mihail Straje, 
Dicționar de pseudonime, alonime, anagrame, asteronime, criptonime ale scriitorilor şi publiciştilor români, Editura 
Minerva, Bucharest, 1983, p. 407. Against this assumption stands the fact that in one of his reviews, the 
enigmatic A.M. alludes to his Conservatory studies; in this case, he could be identified as Mihail Andricu 
(1894-1974), a 1913 graduate of the Bucharest Conservatory, who was then 22 years old. Cf. A.M., “Concertul 
Costopol-Cosub”. “Mișcarea muzicală”, in: Muzica, Year I, March, Issue 3 / 1916, p. 121 and Viorel Cosma, 
Muzicieni din România. Lexicon bio-bibliografic, vol. I: A-C, Editura Muzicală, Bucharest, 1989, p. 43. 

3 A.M, “Concertul cu d-na Elsa Bland”. “Mișcarea muzicală”, in: Muzica, Issue 3 / 1916, loc. cit. 
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“She was superb in Isolde's Death and in the final scene of Goâtterdămmerung, 
when her dramatic verve usefully covered Mr. Dinicu's orchestra; she 
exasperated us [our emphasis] in Verdi's and Puccini's arias, but was unable 
to touch us emotionally [our emphasis] in the sensitive and delicately 
expressive songs of Brahms and Hugo Wolf. Here again, Mrs. Bland's 
musicality is undoubtedly overwhelming. But the spoken words that claim to 
be expressive; those outbursts which may be dramatic, but which alone can 
hardly do everything; those notes that move slowly [our emphasis] and 
chromatically until at last they hit the right pitch; the tones that claim to be 
profound for coming after a heavy sight [our emphasis] and a stern frown — 
all these external devices, totally out of place [our emphasis] in lieder and 
arias, do nothing but prove the trite but true saying that there is only one step 
from the sublime to the ridiculous.”! 


What first conclusion could be drawn from here? The two music critics evaluate 
the performance of the same artist, Elsa Bland, even though given several weeks apart. 
Apart from the repertoire, in relation to which both critics agreed that the performance in 
Wagnerian style was good, A.M. highly praised the artist's voice as being “of exceptional 
richness and force and of impeccable quality and brightness”; on the other hand, however, 
Emanoil Ciomac, besides a few positive comments, remarked that she “was unable to 
touch us emotionally”. While A.M. stated that her voice “demonstrates a perfect emission 
of tone” and a “keen sense of musical phrasing”, Emanoil Ciomac wrote that the artist 
lacks expressiveness and that the “notes move slowly and chromatically until at last they 
hit the right pitch”. 

Which of the six variants of the “cube” applies in these cases? Is the critic (1) 
overrating (A.M.), (2) underrating (Emanoil Ciomac) or (3) giving a fair judgement of the 
performance (A.M. or E. Ciomac)? It is difficult to give a verdict. 

Taking into account the point of view of the critics’ intuition and other conditions 
(time distance between concerts, physical, emotional or spiritual state of the participants — 
performers or critics), we can hypothetically? determine these judgements: the first one 
falls into variant 1, where [=0, when the performance is overrated; the second one, as an 
objective judgement, falls either into variant 3, in which [=1, when the criticism matches the 
level of the performance, or into variant 2: when the performance is underrated. 


1.5. Pages of criticism from the inter-war period (1919-1925) 


Among the critics who published in the Muzica journal between 1919 and 1925 are 
Alfred Alessandrescu, Mihail Jora, Constantin Brăiloiu, M.C. (Maximilian Costin), Cezar 
Cristea, alongside other authors who wrote under pseudonyms, such as: Becar, Cronicar, 
Diez, Fis Dur, Fracarolli, Iscod, Klingsor, Lynx, Mira, Miral, Valdi, Valdy, Vlad, A.A., 
A.M, B. Car, B. Karr, C.D., C. and D, or M. and P, or R. and V. Below we will analyse three 
examples of criticism published during this period (97 in numter). 


1 Emanoil Ciomac, “Sezonul muzical. Elsa Bland”, in: Muzica, Year I, April, Issue 4 / 1916, p. 164. 
2* Note: below, for the post-war (i.e. communist) and post-December periods, we will be able to accurately 
determine which of the variants 1, 2 and 3 applies to the examples used. 
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Example 1. Here is what Constantin Brăiloiu wrote about the Romanian pianist 
FilipLazăr, in December 1919: 


“... Wonderfully accompanied by Mr. Filip Lazăr, double bassist Prunner 
demonstrates exceptional virtuosity in a peculiar repertoire.”! 


Example 2. In the same issue of December 1919, the mysterious Klingsor wrote the 
following words about the same Filip Lazar: 


“ 


Mr. Lazar, a pianist whose performance attains a high degree of 
musicality, has given us a stylized performance of three character pieces: a 
strange Prelude by Scriabin, a Ballad by Brahms and Minstrels by Debussy. We 
liked the last one least [our emphasis], as it lacked the lively and whimsical 
tones [our emphasis] that characterize Debussy's imaginative inspiration”. 


Example 3. In the February-March issue of 1920, the same Klingsor wrote again 
about Filip Lazar: 


“... Mr. Filip Lazar is ... above all a musician, while the virtuoso in him comes 
second, just waiting to thrive. We see in Mr. Lazar a style, a line, a way of 
thinking, and this, I believe, is the highest praise that we can give to this 
young pianist who, we must not forget, is also a meritorious composer” .3 


The conclusion regarding this second historical period is again drawn 
hypothetically. We notice how Brăiloiu makes a judgement of the pianist who 
“wonderfully accompanies” the double bassist Prunner; at the same time, Klingsor, after 
praising the pianist's “high degree of musicality”, disparages him by saying that one of the 
performances was lacking those “lively and whimsical tones” that are so characteristic of 
Debussy's music, or later that in Mr. Filip Lazar's case “the virtuoso comes second, just 
waiting to thrive”. That was a rather odd thing, considering that another review of the 
time, signed by Mihail Jora, was written in appreciative terms: 


“... Lazar's art has ... the merit of being simple and sober, which is a 
distinctive trait of any genuinely artistic production. And the merit is all the 
greater as this young pianist has a very sound technique, which could easily 
allow him to depart from this line of conduct, dictated by his refined musical 
taste.”4 


So who was right? Brăiloiu, or Klingsor? Or was it Mihail Jora? As above, we 
establish, hypothetically™, that: the first critical judgement falls into variant 3, where I=1, 
while the second and third ones fall into variant 2, where [=0, when the performance is 
underrated. 


1 Constantin Brăiloiu, “Mișcarea muzicală. În ţară”, in: Muzica, Year II, December, Issue 2 / 1919, p. 86. 

2 Klingsor, “Mișcarea muzicală. În tara. Concerte simfonice”, in: Muzica, loc. cit. 

3 Klingsor, “Mișcarea muzicală. În tara. Diferite concerte”, in: Muzica, Year II, February-March, Issues 4-5 / 1920, 
p. 167. 

4 Mihail Jora apud Vasile Tomescu, “Filip Lazăr si actualitatea artei sale. La împlinirea a douăzeci de ani de la 
moartea muzicianului”, in: Muzica, Year VI, December, Issue 12 / 1956, p. 17. 

5* Note: for objectivity, see the post-war and post-December periods below. 
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1.6. Pages of criticism from the post-war period (1950-1989) 


The music critics who published during this period — the longest in comparison to 
the others — include: Dumitru Avakian, Alexandru Colfescu, Edgar Elian, Anca Florea, 
Mihail Jora, Jean-Victor Pandelescu, Costin Popa, Iosif Sava, Viorel Cosma etc.! Here are 
also some of the pseudonyms used: Critic, Cronicar, Al. A. C., A. Br., A.T., G. Der., Gr. C. 
(Grigore Constantinescu), G.Z.D., L.A., J.V.P. (.V.Pandelescu), M.R. V.P.D. 
(Vladimir Popescu Deveselu) etc.2 From the many critical reviews of the time (4,940 in 
number), we have selected two examples for our analysis?. 

Example 1. In the March 1978 issue of the Muzica journal, Theodor Grigoriu wrote 
praising words about the conductor who was then regarded as a “genius” and a 
“megalomaniac’*. He appeared in Bucharest, at the head of the “George Enescu” 
Philharmonic Orchestra, performing the work of ... George Enescu: 


“.... At the end of the program, Sergiu Celibidache performed, in homage, 
George Enescu's Rhapsody No. 1. Who doesn't know this work? Who hasn't 
heard it in dozens of interpretations? [...] Exuberance, holy spontaneity, joy of 
living, dancing frenzy, our infinite humour and what else not has unfolded 
before our eyes during ten incandescent minutes, awakened to a new life by 
Sergiu Celibidache's unmatched power of suggestion. [...] The polychromy of 
our flowery meadows has been turned into sound in George Enescu's famous 
Rhapsody No. 1...”.5 


Example 2. In the same issue of the journal, Alfred Hoffman wrote about the same 
work by Enescu, conducted by Celibidache: 


1 For further details, see: Cristina Suteu, Periegeză, exegeză si hermeneutică în critica muzicală [Periegesis, Exegesis 
and Hermeneutics in Music Criticism] (Ph.D. Thesis), vol. II Anexe: criticile si cronicile din revista Muzica 
(1916-2014) [Appendices: Critical Reviews and Chronicles Published in the Muzica Journal], Academia de 
Muzica “Gheorghe Dima”, Cluj-Napoca, 2015, p. 9. 

2 Ibidem, p. 13ff. 

3 If we were to take a third example, i.e. one of an underrated performance, it would be that of composer 
Mihail Andricu, accused of “disloyalty to the regime”, whose oeuvre received a single critical review in the 
Muzica journal during this period. A fourth example, i.e. of an overrated performance, would be that of the 
American bass singer Paul Robeson, known for his out-spoken communist ideas. “The son of a slave [...], 
blessed with a beautiful bass voice, but also with a remarkable acting talent”, “one of the leaders of the 
«American Peace Crusade»”. Below is a fragment from an article published in a Romanian newspaper 
(Contemporanul): “Paul Robeson has lost his job in the U.S.A. Paul Robeson is unemployed because in America, 
the owners of concert halls, theatres, cinemas, and radio and television stations have put him on their “black 
list” for his political views”. For details, see: 1. For M. Andricu: 1.1. Agentul “Anton”, “Nota” (15.1V.1959, 
pp. 68-74) apud Beatrice Lupu, “Uniunea Compozitorilor în Arhivele Securităţii (11)”, in: Muzica, new series, 
Year XVI, January-March, Issue 1 / 2005, pp. 92-96; 1.2 Theodor Grigoriu, “Mihail Andricu”, in: Muzica, new 
series, Year XIX, January-March, Issue 1/2008, pp. 151-152; 1.3. Dumitru Capoianu, “Mihail Andricu, omul”, 
in: Ibid., pp. 153-156 and 1.4. Jean-Victor Pandelescu, “O valoroasă lucrare de Mihail Andricu, in primă audiție”, 
in: Muzica, Year XXIV, January, Issue 1 / 1974, p. 18. 2. For Paul Robeson: 2.1. “Fr. W.”, “Siluete contemporane”, 
in: Muzica, Year XIII, May, Issue 5 / 1958, p. 25 and 2.2. Nina Cassian, “Paul Robeson”, in: Contemporanul, 
July 16, Issue 29 (406) / 1954. 

1 Serge loan Celibidache, Klaus Gerke (ed.), Celibidache!, Facets-Multi-media, Inc., Chicago, IL, 2001, p. 9. 

5 Theodor Grigoriu, “George Enescu și Sergiu Celibidache”, in: Muzica, Year XXVIII, March, Issue 3 / 1978, p. 1. 
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“Equally revealing was the performance of Enescu's Rhapsody No. 1, offered as 
a program supplement, which we experienced in the brilliant light of a 
rebirth. The blend of brio and gentle ease, of waggish humour and courtly 
manner, the fine distinction of each episode, the dancing suggestions offered 
by the conductor and faithfully translated by the orchestra members - all 
these have cast new sparks on a — seemingly - age-long known page”.! 


The idea stemming from these two examples is clear: Celibidache was indeed 
exceptional, fitting unequivocally into version3, where T=1, i.e. the critical judgement is 
valid. Both Theodor Grigoriu and Alfred Hoffman wrote objective critical reviews. How 
do we know this? And why could we not state the results from the previous conclusions 
with the same conviction? What makes this case different? 

Fortunately, the event was televised and is available on the Internet at: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fwxuMDxT9Dw. After watching the recording, we 
resume the remarks of the two critics. 

Remark 1. The performer is characterized by stage movement. 

Theodor Grigoriu speaks about the conductor's exuberance — his liveliness, the 
manifestation of his inner states through outward demonstrations (e.g.: from 0’06” to 
12’14”), while Alfred Hoffman remarks on the “dancing suggestions offered by the 
conductor and faithfully translated by the orchestra members” (e.g.: 0’58’-1’01”; 1’23”- 
127”; 1'35’-1'40”; 2'01"-2'06” etc.). 

Remark 2. The performer's interpretation was consistent with the jovial character 
of the piece; the piece was inspired by merry folk songs in the style of the song Am un leu si 
vreu să-l béu [I have a penny and I want a drink]. 

Theodor Grigoriu describes the “the dancing frenzy, our infinite humour”, while 
Alfred Hoffman speaks of the conductor's “waggish humour and courtly manner” showed 
in the expression of his face, his hand gestures and body movement, unwieldy at times 
and spirited at others (ex.: 3’10’’-3’23”’; 3’45’”-4’42” etc.). 

Remark 3. The performer went beyond the boundaries of perceptible knowledge, 
stepping into the Transcendent realm. 

The first critic speaks about “the polychromy of our flowery meadows” which 
“has been turned into sound in Rhapsody No. 1” — he personalizes nature and sees sounds 
and hears colours in the concert hall; and indeed, if one watches and listens carefully for 
several moments, one has the impression of being transposed into a world of sound, filled 
with fairy-tale flowers (e.g.: 2'17'-2'54"). The second critic exceeds the palpable dimension 
and moves toward the “brilliant light of a rebirth” in which invisible hands “have cast new 


sparks on a — seemingly — age-long known page”; indeed, the sounds of the descending 
chromatic tremolo seem to suddenly bring the ethereal light onto the earth, where it falls in 
a burst of breathtaking beauty (e.9.: 9’10’’-9’20’’). 

The two critics have indeed evaluated the performance by assigning it the highest 
ranking on the value scale. 


1 Alfred Hoffman, “Sergiu Celibidache si Filarmonica”, in: Muzica, op. cit., Issue 3 / 1978, p. 32. 
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1.7. Pages of criticism from the post-December period (1990-2016) 


After the revolution of December 1989, music criticism was continued by 
Alfred Hoffman, Grigore Constantinescu, Iosif Sava, Sorin Lerescu, Gheorghe Firca, 
Viorel Cosma, Liviu Danceanu, Ada Brumaru, Valentina Sandu-Dediu and many others. 
Here is an example of criticism from that time. 

Among the thousands of participants in the 2013 edition of the “George Enescu” 
International Festival was also the “Armonia Atenea” Orchestra, led by conductor 
George Petrou. On this occasion, Despina Petecel Theodoru wrote: 


“... George Petrou, the one who managed to keep the public's attention awake 
for several hours into the night with his refined performance of G. F. Handel's 
musical drama Alessandro, as well as with his ability to bring out the extreme 


WY 


contrasts and accents so typical of the Baroque style. 


As in the above example (with S. Celibidache), Despina Theodoru's critical review 
is well-substantiated and valid, falling into variant 3, where I=1. By following the link 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GwKhVfAUwkKeg, one can see that the conductor did 
not only keep the public's attention awake, but also had the presence of mind to highlight 
the contrasts and accents typical of the Baroque period. 


Conclusion 


This study mentions a few social and political factors that impacted the four 
historical periods marked by the two world wars and the December crisis. Being initially 
rationalized through a mathematical process related to music criticism, they further 
revolve around the only specialized publication of the last century, i.e. the Muzica journal. 
The period between 1916 and 2016 — although the publication had made its debut a few 
years earlier? — describes and rewrites for us an analytical itinerary that facilitates the 
exploration of the critical act. 

We notice that whenever we have access to a body of recorded audio material, the 
degree of subjectivity decreases, because we can verify what has been written. It has been 
said that a critic “is called, above all, to distinguish between the authentic and the 
inauthentic”3; then alone will his criticism become authentic. 


1 Despina Petecel Theodoru, “Festivalul International «George Enescu» 2013. Prilej de retrospectie”, in: Muzica, 
new series, Year XXIV, October-December, Issue 4 / 2013, p. 144. 

2 The Muzica journal made its debut in October 1908, under the direction of Mihail Mărgăritescu. Working with 
collaborators such as Eduard Wachmann, A. G. Cantacuzino, D. Sturdza-Scheianu, Lucio Vecchi and many 
others, the journal continued to be published until February 1910. ***, Marian Petcu (coord.) [I], Istoria 
jurnalismului din România în date. Enciclopedie cronologică, Editura Polirom, Bucharest, 2012, p. 267. 

3 Mircea Voicana, Lucia Monica Alexandrescu, Vladimir Popescu-Deveselu, Muzica și publicul, vol. 1, Editura 
Academiei R.S.R., Bucharest, 1976, p. 57. 
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